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Sand in the wheels 


Weekly newsletter - m°110 - Wednesday 26 December 2001. 


LEAVING 2OOd 


Content 


1- A convergence 

As a fellow-member with Ken Coates of the European Nuclear Disarmament movement in the 1980s, | was 
naturally very interested to see what Ken has to say to the newer new social movements of the 21st century, 
and so | scrutinized very carefully his piece “Power Play and the New World Chaos” in Sand in the Wheels 
107. The concluding question of the article: How can we bring about a constructive convergence of the “new 
peace movement” and the movement against neo-liberal globalism? - is the question | propose to address 
here. 

2- Is it possible to implement the Tobin tax in Europe alone? 

The following text is not dedicated to the question whether or not the Tobin tax (TT) is generally desirable or 
technically possible, since the former issue is widely acknowledged in political circles, and the latter not 
doubted anymore, in particular by bankers. The crucial argument against the TT - which possibly serves as 
an alibi to enable one to refuse the concept flatly even though such a refusal is not opportune anymore 
politically - is that it is supposed to work only if all major financial centres in the world participate. 

3- USA: Teachers in Handcuffs 

Although strikes by public employees are illegal in New Jersey, the members of the Middletown Township 
Education Association could not have expected that their strike, which began November 29, would land 228 
of them in jail. 

4- Industry's Rio+10 Strategy: Banking on Feelgood PR 

Captains of industry from around the world gathered in Paris in early October for the first major strategy 
meeting on the UN's Rio+ 10 summit, hosted by Business Action for Sustainable Development (BASD). The 
tone of the conference showed that business is feeling the heat from groups campaigning for binding 
international rules on corporate activities. 


themselves as they go along why should not 
NATO’s opponents, the “new social movements” - 


A convergence ? 


By Wayne Hall 
CITIZENS TO THE EUROPARLIAMENT? 


(Conference of the European Network for Peace 
and Human Rights, European Parliament, Brussels 
on 31 January/1 February 2002. Further details 
from the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation e- 
mail: elfeuro@compuserve.com web site: 
www.russfound.org ) 





That a conference conceived as an initiative to 
defend the ABM Treaty should finally take place 
more or less as a conference against Washington's 
new international “war on terrorism” is nothing 
very terrible. The exchange of ideas does not 
always have to be justified by a specific agenda, 
and in any case if powerful world-moving lobbies 
like NATO can dream up new _ purposes for 


as we were called in the 80s - do the same? 


As a fellow-member with Ken Coates of the 
European Nuclear Disarmament movement in the 
1980s, | was naturally very interested to see what 
Ken has to say to the newer new social 
movements of the 21st century, and so | 
scrutinized very carefully his piece “Power Play 
and the New World Chaos” in Sand in the Wheels 
107. The concluding question of the article: How 
can we bring about a constructive convergence of 
the “new peace movement” and the movement 
against neo-liberal globalism? - is the question | 
propose to address here. 


One of the prerequisites for this constructive 
convergence - in my opinion - namely honesty 
concerning the past, is something that Ken 
Coates, perhaps in response to criticism 
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http: //members. fortunecity. com/goodschool/ guest 
essay4.html seems to be trying to implement. A 
little over a year ago, when moves towards 
launching the European Network for Peace and 
Human Rights first got under way, Ken was 
actually representing as “very effective” the 
campaigns of the 1980s against the installation of 
intermediate nuclear forces in Europe. Now he has 
acknowledged that at the end of the Cold War, 
“we were proved wrong in our supposition that 
general nuclear disarmament might become an 
established fact.” That is a start. 





But it is only a start. There are other questions, 
like for example civil society, which was the focus 
of intense discussion in the non-aligned anti- 
nuclear movement of the eighties. In my drawer | 
still have a pretty green and blue European 
Nuclear Disarmament badge with two doves 
flying, one over Eastern and one over Western 
Europe, and bearing the slogan: “Free Europe 
from Nuclear Weapons”. That was the slogan we 
projected in those days in our courting of what we 
called “civil society” in Eastern Europe. In our 
public proclamations we systematically 
counterposed civil society in Eastern Europe to the 
Communist bureaucracy, which on account of the 
Soviet Union’s participation in the nuclear arms 
race we Said disqualified itself - and the official 
World Peace Council peace movements _ it 
controlled - from acceptance as a legitimate 
interlocutor of the Western independent peace 
movements. Of course we were not all of exactly 
the same opinion on this subject. European 
Nuclear Disarmament was most intransigent 
towards the World Peace Council, the British 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament much less so. 
Ken Coates occupied a_ position somewhere 
between the two extremes. 


For all of us the moment of truth came with the 
signing by Reagan and Gorbachev of the 
agreement on Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) 
in December 1987. Even the World Peace Council 
groups, through loyalty to the Soviet leader, 
celebrated the INF Agreement, though 
Gorbachev’s acceptance of the so-called Zero 
Option for removal of Soviet and American 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles from Europe 
stood in contradiction to everything they had 
previously demanded. Their confusion presented 
our non-aligned movement, now enjoying the 
backing of Gorbachev, with the opportunity to 
push our logic of civil society into the very 
heartland of the “old-line” Communists’ political 
base. But the offensive never eventuated. 
Somehow it got smothered in the fairy floss of the 
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bizarre Gorbachev personality cult of the time. 
Murmurings also began to be _ heard _ that 
Gorbachev was the bearer not of progress, but of 
regression, counter-revolution, catastrophe. 
Before long antinuclear activists were drifting off 
to other issues. 


In 1989 Ken Coates was elected as a 
Europarliamentarian for the British Labour Party, 
where he spent “two strenuous years arguing for a 
joint session between the European Parliament 
and the Supreme Soviet. Early on the proposal 
won the support of Gorbachev, who put Zagladin 
in charge of negotiating it. After a somewhat 
longer time the European Parliament saw that this 
was a desirable proposal. Had it happened, the 
Euro-Soviet discussions would have reached a 
wider basis than diplomatic channels...It did not 
happen, because just at the point when 
negotiations were coming to a head, Gorbachev 
was Seized in the coup.” 


When Yeltsin dissolved the Soviet Union only a 
few months later that, he placed a premium on 
relations with the United States and was not 
interested in joint Russian- European 
parliamentary sittings. (In any case he was soon 
sending the Russian Army against his own 
parliament.) His hand-picked successor Putin has 
continued the pro-American orientation and_ it 
strains credulity to represent him as something 
different from Yeltsin in terms of anything other 
than style and personal competence. 


Ken Coates’ 1991 Europarliament idea, apart from 
its incongruity with the emerging pro-American 
geopolitical alignment of Russia and the other ex- 
Soviet republics, lacked two crucial elements 
present in the politics of the non-aligned peace 
movement in the mid-eighties: firstly the focus on 
“civil society” (what did the European Parliament 
and the Supreme Soviet have to do with “civil 
society”?) secondly a_ striking policy proposal 
comparable to the projected Nuclear-Free Europe 
of the 1980 “Appeal for European Nuclear 
Disarmament”. This, after all, was what had 
served to lure Soviet diplomacy into the “common 
European home”. By 1991 the European peace 
movements were struggling to digest the 
implications of new wars, in the Gulf and in 
Yugoslavia. Nuclear weapons disappeared from 
sight.. 


SON OF STAR WARS 


At the 1986 Reykjavik Summit President Ronald 
Reagan tried very hard to sell his original “Star 
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Wars” proposal to Gorbachev, even proposing 
total abolition of the nuclear weapons of both the 
United States and the Soviet Union in exchange 
for Soviet acceptance of what was at that time 
called the Strategic Defense Initiative. The offer, 
probably no more than a gesture of contempt 
towards supporters of the 1972 ABM Treaty (and 
of “nuclear deterrence”) in both the Soviet Union 
and Western Europe, was unsurprisingly rejected 
by Gorbachev and so lapsed.. 


To understand the peculiar dialectic between 
offensive and purportedly defensive systems in 
the nuclear arms race one has to enter into the 
mentality of Soviet nuclear planners at the point in 
the mid-60s when the Soviet government began 
to build an antiballistic missile system around 
Moscow. Defence against ballistic missile attack 
fitted in well with Soviet military strategy because 
it would not only lessen the destruction caused to 
the Soviet Union by nuclear war but also decrease 
the dependence of Soviet nuclear strategy on the 
“balance of terror”, a doctrine which had not yet 
attained the acceptance in the Soviet Union that it 
enjoyed with the Western public. Unfortunately for 
the Soviets, the idea of ballistic missile defence 
was also beginning to catch on in the US. In 
September 1967 the United States government 
decided to deploy nation-wide ABM defences, a 
move which soon led the Soviet leaders to see 
these systems in a different light. It became 
apparent that the nuclear balance could be upset 
in one of two ways, either by attainment of 
superiority in offensive missiles or by deployment 
of effective ballistic missile defences. At the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) that 
started in 1969 the Soviets therefore insisted on 
the principle of “equal security”. They proposed 
that a treaty be signed on defensive systems 
alone but the US government, perceiving the extra 
leverage that it had acquired from its ability to 
threaten an escalation of defensive systems, 
insisted that offensive ad defensive systems be 
linked. In May 1972 the ABM Treaty and the 
Interim Agreement on Offensive missiles (the 
SALT agreements) were signed in Moscow. 


For the Soviet leadership the SALT agreements 
constituted a recognition of virtual strategic parity 
and they were valued for that reason. They were 
considered, as Ken Coates puts it, “a milestone in 
postwar arms control”. But from another, today 
more significant viewpoint, they also represented 
a milestone in the other direction, a milestone on 
the road of institutionalization of nuclear weapons 
possession. The 1972 SALT agreements are the 
accords under the terms of which the Soviet Union 
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(and its successor Russia) put its seal of approval 
on the doctrine of “nuclear deterrence”. 


The significance of this change will become 
apparent if one bears in mind that in the early 
post-WWII period the Soviet conception of 
deterrence (szerdhzhivanie) was different from the 
American, being embedded in a wider notion of 
war prevention. By far the most important factor 
in avoidance of a third world war was considered 
not the threat of mutual destruction but the fact 
that “the forces of peace have been stronger than 
the forces interested in unleashing thermonuclear 
war”. Soviet diplomacy carefully avoided 
attributing any positive characteristics to nuclear 
weapons. The standing Soviet proposal at the 
United Nations was for general, universal nuclear 
disarmament. The argument that nuclear weapons 
possessed the virtuous feature of deterring 
conventional warfare was rejected. The argument 
that possession of nuclear weapons could deter 
the use of nuclear weapons by an enemy was 
dismissed as a _ ploy for justifying American 
possession of nuclear weapons and rejecting 
Soviet disarmament proposals. The notion of the 
“balance of terror” was simply not accepted by the 
Soviets at the diplomatic level. 


On the other hand, Soviet insistence on American 
abandonment of nuclear weapons was portrayed 
by American politicians as _ interference in 
America’s internal affairs, in effect a challenge to 
American sovereignty. This reaction, in turn, 
reinforced the official Soviet view of being under 
threat. As a result it was not politically possible for 
either Americans or Soviets unilaterally to abolish 
their nuclear arsenals as some other countries 
(e.g. Sweden) had done on military advice. 


By the late 1960s technological developments in 
antimissile technology were as indicated, making 
it possible for the United States to present the 
Soviets with the plausible prospect that their 
nuclear “deterrent” would be neutralized by an 
American anti-missile shield. The argument was 
that a disabling first strike was now becoming 
possible that would destroy so much of the 
Soviet’s missile potential that the remainder would 
not be sufficient to pose a feasible threat to the 
United States. “Nuclear deterrence” was _ thus 
challenged. 


Rather than just going ahead and developing the 
shield, the United States decided to use the threat 
of it to extract political concessions. The Soviets 
were going to have to stop playing to the aisles. If 
they wanted to preserve the political credibility of 
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their nuclear arsenal they were going to have to 
publicly acknowledge the virtues of the “balance of 
terror”. Their compliance with this demand at the 
SALT talks consummated Soviet co-optation into 
the autonomous and self-sustaining logic of the 
nuclear arms race. 


Perhaps it is now becoming clear how | detect a 
positive element in the way that President Bush, 
through his actions since September 11th and his 
transparent contempt both for the ABM Treaty 
(and for the United Nations that seeks to 
legitimate itself by defending such treaties), 
should have forced an unacknowledged change of 
agenda on the Brussels Conference of the 
European Network for Peace and Human Rights. 
The Conference will now, | imagine, focus most of 
its attention on the “War on_ Terrorism”, 
undoubtedly a much more useful activity than 
attempting a rearguard defense of the ABM 
Treaty. 


Ten years after the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
twelve years at least after the collapse of the 
European anti-nuclear movements, browsing Ken 
Coates’ netsite at the Bertrand Russell Peace 
Foundation | find an article by the academic Alla 
Yaroshkinskaya asserting that Russia had delayed 
ratification of the START-2 treaty because 
“Russia’s Communist-dominated parliament did 
not wish to ratify the treaty as NATO pursued 
plans to expand toward the Russian border, and 
the United States, as sole superpower after the 
end of the USSR, bombed Kossovo.” Still the 
Communists making trouble, even when they are 
no longer in government! But some things have 
changed. Whereas once the Communists 
represented themselves as the peace movement, 
or at the very least a tendency in the peace 
movement, now, like their populist opposite 
numbers in the United States, they have become 
the war movement. The difference between 1985 
and 2002 is that Communists in Russia now have 
to get themselves elected if they want to be 
parliamentarians. There are few’ votes _ for 
pacifists. 


And in China, too, where Ken Coates is now 
expecting a build-up of offensive nuclear weapons 
in response to President Bush’s tearing up of the 
ABM Treaty, things are similarly changing. During 
his visit to China last September, in an attempt to 
overcome Chinese opposition to the National 
Missile Defense program, US officials revealed that 
the Americans would have “no objection” to 
China’s building up its fleet of nuclear missiles 
capable of hitting the United States! Does it make 
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sense any more for Western antinuclear 
movements to encourage fears that the Chinese 
are in fact going to do this? Perhaps it is time for 
some corresponding inversions in the way that we 
ourselves think and act. 


SEPTEMBER 11TH AND THE AFTERMATH 


Which brings us, then, to the War on Terrorism. 
The 11th September terrorist attacks in the United 
States have given birth to three currents of 
thought in the antiwar movement. The largest and 
most respectable is the one closest to the agenda 
of the United Nations. Ken Coates testifies loyalty 
to this with his observation that “when responses 
(to 9/11) were considered, naturally most people 
thought in terms of the necessary actions of the 
United Nations and its relevant organs.” The most 
prominent, and verbally most radical, exponent of 
the UN perspective is Noam Chomsky, so | will 
take the liberty of naming the perspective the UN- 
Chomsky perspective. Majority opinion in ATTAC, 
as expressed in last November’s declaration of the 
ATTAC groups of Europe, likewise reflects the UN- 
Chomsky perspective. Essentially it holds that: 
“Bin Laden and his al-Qaida group, or at any rate 
some or other Islamist groups, are guilty of the 
September 11 attacks, but war is no answer. The 
United States have been playing an unprincipled 
game with Islamists for a very long time and have 
created a Frankenstein monster. But it is the 
international community as a whole, not just the 
United States, that must bring that monster under 
control. And there has to be a solution to the 
problems of the Palestinians.” 


Contrasting with the UN-Chomsky perspective is 
the stance of groups such as Jared Israel’s 
Emperor’s Clothes (http://www.tenc.net) and Mike 
Ruppert’s “Out of the Wilderness”, 
(http://www.copvcia.com), which see the US 
government itself as complicit in the attacks on 
the Pentagon and the WTC. Jared Israel has 
extensively documented the failure of the air 
defense systems at Andrews Air Base to protect 
the skies over Washington and dissected the 
mutually contradictory stories, demonstrating 
consciousness of guilt, later offered to account for 
this failure. The Emperor’s Clothes site calls for (at 
least) President Bush, Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld and Air-Force General Richard B. 
Myers, Acting Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 
September 11, to be put on trial for treason. 


In between these two positions is what could be 
called “The Israelis did it” view. It is espoused by 
a wide variety of groups and sites in the United 
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States generally seen as disreputable and/or anti 
Semitic but including sites such as Antiwar.com, a 
libertarian antiwar site that can hardly be so 
labelled. The view that the Israeli government at 
the very least had prior notification of the 9/11 
attacks and failed to communicate it to the United 
States government has been substantiated by a 
series of Fox News reports mentioning the 
detention of 60 Israelis for questioning by the FBI, 
as well as “a long-running effort to spy on 
American officials” involving two _ Israeli-owned 
telecommunications companies in the US. Jewish 
organizations have expressed fears that the Fox 
News reports, which have not however been 
picked up by other media outlets, could lead to 
outbreaks of anti-Semitism in the United States. 
Justin Raimondo of Antiwar.com predicts that the 
Israeli lobby could end up in roughly the same 
position as the Arab-American community in the 
wake of 9/11. “The same bullies who turned on 
their fellow Americans of Arab descent could just 
as easily turn on Jewish Americans, collectively 
condemning them as a "fifth column" in classic 
anti-Semitic style - and a grave injustice will be 
compounded.” 


If, as | suspect, the American people are going to 
tire eventually of the comic book world into which 
they have been plunged by their government and 
the media, with the arch-villain Bin Laden always 
somehow managing to slip away at the last 
minute, as country after country is left in ruins 
behind him, it is possible that antilsrael 
sentiment will end up more popular than outright 
condemnation of the American government. 


Nevertheless, if one is to speak of “constructive 
convergence” of the new peace movements and 
the movements against neo-liberal globalism, my 
personal view is that the most valuable service the 
European anti-war movements could offer civil 
society in the United States would be to provide 
support, just as was once done for Eastern bloc 
dissidents, to still marginal American voices such 
as Jared Israel and Mike Ruppert. Of course the 
majority UN-Chomsky pespective will remain 
predominant, being closer to globalist elite 
strategies. Its favoured projects, such as the 
establishment of an International Criminal Court, 
also purport to offer solutions to the present 
domination of world politics by criminals. Through 
its mere existence, the United Nations perspective 
also drives a wedge between establishment neo- 
Conservative politics in the United States and its 
populist and nationalist electoral base, something 
of benefit to the antiwar movement as a whole. 
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As far as nuclear weapons are concerned, for me 
the 1980 END Appeal projecting a nuclear 
weapons free Europe remains as valid as it was 
when it was formulated and should never have 
been abandoned. The undermining of the national 
sovereignty of the nuclear weapons states Britain 
and France by the European integration process 
provides a_- golden’ opportunity for the 
implementation of unilateral European nuclear 
disarmament or, in an updated variant of Ken 
Coates’ Europarliament-Supreme Soviet initiative, 
bilateral Russian-European nuclear disarmament 
on the Brazil-Argentina model. What the Bush 
administration claims to want to achieve through 
its National Missile Defense can be achieved much 
more cheaply and effectively simply by other 
nuclear weapons states getting rid of their nuclear 
weapons. 


An American monopoly on nuclear weapons 
possession may seem less absurd a prospect if 
one bears in mind that most nuclear-weapons- use 
scenarios for the early stages of nuclear war are 
counterforce scenarios, i.e. scenarios where 
nuclear weapons are aimed at other nuclear 
weapons. An American nuclear monopoly will also 
undoubtedly be a prerequisite for implementation 
of one of the present world’s urgent priorities: the 
nuclear disarmament of Israel. This is something 
on which Aki Orr, Israeli disciple of Cornelius 
Castoriadis and inaugural speaker at the June 
2000 founding of the Hellenic Direct Democracy 
Forum in Athens, and I, are in complete 
agreement. 


The British have their Queen, the Greeks their 
Orthodox Church, the Americans their nuclear 
weapons and their armed citizenry. These are 
totems, sacred symbols of sovereignty, defensible 
on the grounds of pluralism and tolerance for 
cultural specificity. Doubtless a nuclear-free world 
is the desideratum and if Americans one day 
decide on their own initiative to renounce their 
nuclear arsenal, so much the better. The 
alternative proposed by some: a nuclear arsenal 
controlled by the United Nations, should be 
rejected. The United Nations is not directly 
accountable to the world’s citizenry and it is 
undialectical and even totalitarian to imagine that 
it could be. Nuclear disarmament, unlike perhaps 
some other ecological questions, is a subject 
where the relevant decisions must be made, 
unilaterally or in agreement, by sovereign nations. 


Wayne Hall, ATTAC-Hellas, Hellenic Direct 
Democracy Forum 
http: //pcsi.tripod.com/hddf/index.html 
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Is it possible to implement the Tobin tax 
in Europe alone? 


By Prof. Dr. J rg Huffschmid 


Preliminary remark The following text is not 
dedicated to the question whether or not the 
Tobin tax (TT) is generally desirable or technically 
possible, since the former issue is widely 
acknowledged in political circles, and the latter not 
doubted anymore, in particular by bankers. The 
crucial argument against the TT - which possibly 
serves as an alibi to enable one to refuse the 
concept flatly even though such a refusal is not 
opportune anymore politically - is that it is 
supposed to work only if all major financial centres 
in the world participate. And it may reasonably be 
doubted that this will happen anytime in the near 
future. In particular the US, currently the largest 
financial centre in the world, will not implement a 
TT. Is this reason enough to drop the idea entirely 
or is there a sensible realistic possibility to 
implement the TT without participation of the US, 
say in the European Union alone? This question 
will be treated in the following The crucial 
argument for the impossibility to implement the 
TT other than as a world-wide tax is that the 
speculative trade with currencies would leave an 
area in which the TT is levied in favour of an area 
such as the US (or offshore centres). The purpose 
of the tax would thus be undermined and its 
implementation would not have any effect. To test 
this claim, we have to answer the following three 
questions: 


1.ls it at all possible to implement the TT in one 
country or in a group of countries alone and how 
could this be done? 


2. How effective would a TT implemented in 
Europe alone be in damping the _ international 
currency speculation? 


3. Does the implementation of the TT in the 
European Union discriminate European companies 
against other companies? 


1. Is it at all possible to implement the Tobin tax 
in a group of countries such as the European 
Union and how could this be done? 


This question will be treated in the case of trading 
the euro against the dollar, which in April 2000 
amounted to be 65% of the total foreign exchange 
trading volume of Germany and 28% of Great 
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Britain's (Bank for International Settlements, 
Annual Report 71, p.99). 


It is obviously possible to register all foreign 
exchange transactions individually. There are two 
different possible approaches: The first is based 
on the pricing or broking procedure which today in 
the interbank market’ is usually — settled 
electronically (i.e. about 85 to 90%, see BIS, AR 
71, p. 99). It is quite simple to implement an 
additional procedure which in every step of the 
transaction sends a message to the revenue 
authorities. The second approach is based on the 
actual payment process itself. For safety reasons 
such payments are increasingly registered 
individually (gross) in the interbank market, at the 
cost of the older procedure of settling the balance 
(netting out). 


Four different cases are possible: 


aPurchase of dollars against euros in the US, by 
cash in hand or by means of a forward contract. 
This is the classical transnational foreign exchange 
trading, which to the lesser part serves to pay 
imports or investments in foreign countries and to 
the larger part is used for investments in 
securities for the purpose of arbitrage or 
speculation. Taxation does not pose any problems. 


bPurchase of dollars against euros in Frankfurt in 
a - domestic or foreign - bank, which already has 
a dollar account in Frankfurt, such that no 
transnational foreign exchange’ trading is 
necessary to procure the foreign currency. This 
transaction is registered in the purchaser's 
accounting books and could be taxed by a 
purchase tax, which would be levied as a VAT or 
an excise duty. 


c Remittance of euro to a euro account in the US, 
i.e. without an actual currency trading. Those 
euros will be used for the purpose of foreign 
exchange speculation, which is then not subject to 
the TT. This is the case which is commonly used 
as an argument against the TT. But the answer to 
this is quite simple: It seems that tax avoidance 
or financial speculation are the most common, if 
not the only reasons for this kind of transactions 
of transferring euros from here to euros abroad, 
since in a foreign country the euro neither serves 
as a counting unit nor as a currency nor as a 
means to safe keep values. So the tax should be 
put on any remittance of euro to the US, which as 
far as the necessary registration is concerned is 
not difficult. Therefore, a European TT could strike 
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the trading of euros not only within Europe but 
world-wide - with one exception: 


dEuros which already are in the US are used for 
the purpose of currency speculation. It is not 
possible to prevent this case with a regional TT, 
but it seems that this case is of a more theoretical 
nature and moreover not very profitable for 
scalpers. (Moreover, consider that the euro has 
already been taxed before reaching the account in 
the US). It would be necessary for scalpers to 
keep large amounts of quickly liquidatable (thus 
low paying) euros in foreign countries in order to 
use them when convenient for the purpose of 
speculation. But this will remain highly improbable 
even after the implementation of a European TT. 


We thus conclude: If the TT is not implemented in 
all major financial centres but in the European 
Union alone, then the taxation should not be 
applied directly to the currency trading itself (i.e. 
the exchange of euro against, say, dollar), but 
already when national currency is remitted to a 
foreign country. The purchase tax thus becomes 
an exit tax. This does not pose any technical 
problems, has the same effects as a direct 
taxation of currency tradings, affects foreign 
payments and direct investments in the same way 
as the TT - and is an effective means to prevent 
the circumvention of the TT by _ transferring 
national currency to an account abroad. 


It is thus possible for the European Union to 
implement the TT alone. To be precise, this tax 
would not be a regionally restricted tax, but a 
regionally unrestricted one which applies to any 
tradings with a particular currency, in this case 
euro. (Other countries could put a similar tax on 
the trade with their currency.) 


2. How effective would a TT implemented in 
Europe alone be in damping the _ international 
currency speculation? 


In previous discussions on the TT it has been 
clarified that this tax cannot be the only means in 
fighting financial speculation, and that it is a quite 
weak one in particular where massive fundamental 
speculation is concerned. But it is indeed a 
powerful tool against the gradual building up of 
waves of speculation which in the end can cause 
major crises. This of course remains true for the 
European TT. 


The magnitude of euro transactions is certainly 
not negligible, as the euro is about to become the 
world's second currency despite its weakness. The 
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fact that it is still way behind the dollar should not 
hide the fact that the major share of all foreign 
exchange turnovers consists in dollar-euro 
tradings. This means that one side of these 
tradings would be subject to a European TT. The 
BIS assumes in its annual report that "at the start 
of the EMU [European Monetary Union], the euro 
was being used in about 50% of all foreign 
exchange transactions. In the long run, the share 
of euro will probably rise" (69th annual report, p. 
116). If half of all foreign exchange tradings is 
subject to the TT, because the euro is involved, 
then this is no doubt not negligible. Moreover, the 
expected stabilization of the exchange rates is of 
particular interest if one takes into account that 
the volatility (i.e. the instability) of the exchange 
rate between dollar and euro in particular has 
greatly increased since the beginning of the 
European Monetary Union (from 8.2 in 1998 to 
13.4 in 2000, see AR 71, p. 99). 


The implementation of a TT on tradings involving 
the euro might moreover be relevant, because a 
success of this pilot project of monetary policy 
might encourage other countries or groups of 
countries (such as South East Asia or Latin 
America) to implement a tax on tradings involving 
their currency and thus damp currency speculation 
themselves. But one should not forget that for 
third world countries the danger of abrupt 
speculative attacks is much larger, and stronger 
means than the TT might be necessary, such as a 
cash depot demand ("Chile model) or an 
administrative complete stop of tradings with the 
national currency (~~ Malaysia model"). 


3. Does the implementation of the TT in the 
European Union discriminate European companies 
against other companies? 


The TT does indeed make foreign exchange 
tradings more expensive. In fact, this is the 
intention and it should contribute to lessen short 
term currency speculation. On the other hand it 
lessens the risk of currency exchange rates. This 
should - if the neo-liberals are right - lessen the 
cost of those tradings, which stabilize exchange 
rates, an effect contrary to the rising costs caused 
by the TT. But: US companies as well, although 
not paying the TT, should profit from a growing 
stability of the exchange rates. This is a typical 
~~ freeloader effect", which would place European 
companies at a relative disadvantage. 


As long as this discrimination concerns financial 
speculation only, there is no reason to object to it. 
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If you cannot get all parasites, it still makes sense 
to proceed against those whom you can reach. 


As far as exporters and direct investors are 
concerned, it has repeatedly been emphasized 
that the additional costs are negligible, because 
their time horizon is much larger and because 
contrary to speculative tradings, where two 
turnovers are taxed, only one turnover is taxed in 
this case (the payment of a consignment or the 
exchange of currencies to the purpose of buying 
investment goods). 


In case that doubts still remain, it should be 
emphasized that there are ways to completely 
neutralize those costs: For importers in the Euro 
region the import tax is reduced by the amount of 
the TT, whereas investors abroad pay a reduced 
asset tax. This does not cause additional 
bureaucratic expenditure, and has the desired 
effect: anybody who needs foreign currencies to 
pay for imports or investment goods or wages 
abroad does not pay TT. 


Final remark: To put a TT on the trade with Euro 
does not in any sense mean that the European 
Union isolates itself from international foreign 
exchange markets. After the implementation of 
such a European TT the euro will still be traded in 
New York, Tokyo, London, Frankfurt etc. against 
other currencies (mostly dollar) and the exchange 
rates will still be determined by these tradings. 
(This is not desirable, but the TT does not change 
it.) A European TT raises the costs of speculations 
involving the euro, which makes this sort of 
speculation less attractive and damps it. Not 
more, but not less either. And in the long run it 
may achieve more, if other countries follow the 
example. 


Prof. Dr. J6rg Huffschmid, University of Bremen 
First published in Sand im Getriebe www.attac- 
netzwerk, de/rundbriefe 

Translation Dorothea Bahns, volunteer translator 


coorditrad@attac.org 
USA: Teachers in Handcuffs 
by Freda Coodin 


Although strikes by public employees are illegal in 
New Jersey, the members of the Middletown 
Township Education Association could not have 
expected that their strike, which began November 
29, would land 228 of them in jail. 
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But when the 1,000 striking teachers and 
secretaries ignored a court order to go back to 
work on December 3, the mass jailing started. 


MTEA President Diane Swaim said that members 
waiting to appear before the judge expressed the 
same defiance that had already led to the 
imprisonment of many of their colleagues. They 
gathered at the back of the courthouse and 
cheered as their handcuffed colleagues were led 
off to jail. 


On December 7 the union agreed to non-binding 
arbitration and the jailed members were released. 
“We felt that the members needed to be home,” 
Swaim explained. “We had asked for a sacrifice far 
beyond what had ever been made in the past. And 
it was not going to move our Board of Education. 
The spectacle of their employees being hauled off 
in handcuffs did not move their hearts.” 


HEALTH CARE COSTS 


The main issue of the strike was the board’s 
insistence that union members pay a percentage 
of rising health care costs instead of a flat annual 
fee. Yet, said teacher Philip Couch, “it takes far 
more than the health care costs to drive longtime 
teachers to jail.” 


The union’s frustration focused on the board's 
uncompromising stand. In 1998 the union struck 
after going without a contract for two years. After 
the board rejected the recommendations of a fact- 
finder brought in to break the stalemate, it 
imposed a contract on the union, knowing that the 
union was forced by law to accept it. 


The union was determined not to go without a 
contract again. In June, members voted to strike if 
they did not have a new contract by September. 


However, September 11 hit Middletown hard. 
More than a dozen residents were killed at the 
World Trade Center. Recognizing the community’s 
distress, the MTEA put off bargaining until 
November 11. But it also promised a strike by 
November 30 if it did not have a contract. The 
board agreed to bargaining, but not until at the 
end of November. 


The board showed no more flexibility after the 
strike began. The union’ proposed binding 
arbitration on December 3 so that the schools 
could be reopened the very next day. The board 
refused and the jailing started. 
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QUALITY OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 


MTEA teacher Margaret DeLuca described her 
experience in jail: “It was terrible. You’re an 
inmate. You give up your privacy and dignity.” 
Given a graying teaching workforce, she’s worried 
about the future of quality education in her 
district. 


“| don’t think the board realizes the long-term 
impact of this,” DeLuca said. “Many of the younger 
teachers, some having started in September, will 
be looking for teaching jobs in other school 
districts next year. How can they be treated like 
this? Why work for somebody who throws you in 
jail?” 


As in many communities, Middletown taxpayers 
vote on the tax assessments that fund the Board 
of Education. The last two school budgets failed as 
a result of opposition to tax increases. The deficit 
this year alone amounted to $1.2 million. Funding 
in this district has been far below the state 
average for many years. 


Many of the cuts imposed in past years have not 
only affected teachers and secretaries but have 
also led to a sliding quality of education. Teachers 
have more classes, with more kids in each class, 
and inadequate facilities and supplies. Vocational 
programs have been eliminated. 


Despite the funding crisis, Philip Couch said that 
MTEA members have been doing their jobs. Test 
scores have remained above the state average. 
“We've been carrying the load,” Couch said. “Yet 
there comes a point when we refuse to take a hit 
for our own family through higher health care 
costs when the community doesn’t take a 
responsibility of passing a school budget.” 


Freda Coodin 

Published in collaboration with Labor Notes. ‘Labor 
Notes' is a monthly magazine based in Detroit, 
USA. We are committed to reforming and 
revitalizing the labor movement. We report news 
about the labor movement that you won't find 
anywhere else. News about grassroots labor 
activity, innovative organizing tactics, 
international labor struggles, immigrant workers, 
and problems that some union leaders would 
rather keep quiet. Subscribe and receive a copy of 
‘Labor Notes' in your mailbox! Subscription 
information can be found at our website at 


www.labornotes.org 
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Industry's Rio+10 Strategy: Banking on 
Feelgood PR 


From the Corporate Europe Observer - Issue 10 
http://www. xs4all. nl/~ceo/observer10/observer10 
-pdf 


Captains of industry from around the world 
gathered in Paris in early October for the first 
major strategy meeting on the UN's Rio+ 10 
summit, hosted by Business Action for Sustainable 
Development (BASD). The tone of the conference 
showed that business is feeling the heat from 
groups campaigning for binding international rules 
on corporate activities. In defence of ‘voluntary 
action’ and_ 'self- regulation’, the BASD is 
finetuning tools developed by corporate lobby 
groups in recent years. Handpicked, isolated 
examples of environment and social initiatives by 
BASD member corporations will be marketed as 
‘proof’ of corporate commitment to sustainable 
development. This piecemeal approach will be 
coupled with a divide-and-rule strategy: a new 
conciliatory tone, combined with dialogue and 
‘partnership’ with the ‘responsible’ NGOs, while 
discrediting the critics of corporateled 
globalisation. 


The conference was the first and only plenary 
meeting of the BASD before Rio +10 - the UN's 
World Summit for Sustainable Development 
(WSSD) - to be held in Johannesburg in 
September 2002. In the Paris headquarters of the 
ICC, a stone's throw from the Eiffel Tower, around 
140 corporate heavyweights took part in debates 
about strategies for the Johannesburg Summit, 
including ways to attract more corporations to the 
BASD campaign. For proof that the BASD has 
already stolen the heart of the UN leadership, one 
need only look at the participation in the 
conference of such high level officials as UN 
Under-Secretary General for Economic and Social 
Affairs Nihn Desai, Commission for Sustainable 
Development (CSD) President Emil Salim and UN 
Environment Program (UNEP) Assistant Executive 
Director J acqueline Aloisi. 


Veterans of ‘corporate environmentalism' were 
prominent, such as Lord Holme of Cheltenham and 
Bjorn Stigson, from the International Chamber of 
Commerce (ICC) and the World Business Council 
for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) 
respectively, the two groupings that founded the 
BASD. However, the launch also attracted many 
representatives of business lobby groups that are 
known for a less subtle public discourse on 
environmental and social issues. The Canadian 
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Business Council for National Interests (BCNI), the 
US Council for International Business as well as 
the Brussels-based American Chamber — of 
Commerce (AmCham) and_ the ~ European 
Roundtable of — Industrialists (ERT) were 
represented there. Although they consist of largely 
the same member corporations as the ICC and the 
WBCSD, they generally promote a straightforward 
and aggressive agenda, centered on adapting 
public policy to the corporate bottom-line. In their 
pursuit of global trade and _ investment 
deregulation, privatisation, and labour market 
deregulation, these groups also routinely flirt with 
‘sustainable development’ rhetoric, particularly in 
the post-Seattle era. Their engagement with the 
more silver-tongued BASD- underlines that 
international business is determined to influence 
the outcome of Rio +10. 


At a strategy meeting of a new grouping with the 
name Business Action for Sustainable 
Development one might have expected some 
degree of corporate selfreflection. An open debate 
about the responsibility of transnational 
corporations for the global social and 
environmental crisis would have been very 
appropriate, especially considering the 
participation of numerous corporate black sheep. 
These include French oil giant TotalFinaElf, which 
cooperates with numerous oppressive regimes and 
denies financial responsibility for the ecological 
disaster caused by the oil spill from its tanker 
Erika in December 1999. Many BASD member 
corporations such as Rio Tinto, Procter and 
Gamble, Aventis, Fiat, BP and Shell continue to be 
involved in operations which have environmental, 
social and human rights impacts that are 
contradictory to the ‘sustainable development’ 
rhetoric, however loose is its definition (see the 
box for a more detailed description of the 
misdemeanors of some of these corporations). 


LEGACY OF SUSTAINABILITY? 


The desire to sidestep criticism from NGOs was a 
recurring theme throughout the conference. An 
example was the decision not to (directly) fund 
the Rio+t 10 summit despite requests from the 
South African government. The BASD wants to 
avoid, "the compromising situation of appearing to 
use financial contributions to influence a major UN 
event, particularly when the focus of much 
attention is on the so-called 'power' and ‘in fluence’ 
of multinational companies and their impact on 
globalisation." The BASD also decided not to use 
the possibility of a commercial exhibition of ‘best 
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practices', which has become a regular side- 
feature at UN summits. 


A safer bet, the BASD decided, was to fund so- 
called ‘legacy projects' elsewhere in 
Johannesburg, South Africa or other parts of 
Africa. The BASD plans to_ select’ urban, 
agricultural, health, water or energy projects that 
would form a "lasting memorial" to the Summit. 
The legacy projects are defined as "grassroots 
sustainable development projects in the most 
needy communities in Africa." But a glance at the 
list of potential projects presented at the 
conference shows that there is good reason to 
look beyond the rhetoric. The list not only includes 
several nuclear energy projects, but also the West 
African Gas Pipeline, a controversial mega- project 
designed to transport Chevron's Nigerian gas 
reserves to neighbouring countries. This project, 
actively resisted by numerous communities in the 
region and grassroots groups around the world, 
would have disastrous consequences, including 
the legacy of displacing over 50,000 families. The 
list of projects was presented by Reuel Kheza, 
Chairman of South African electricity company 
Eskom and ViceChairman of the recently 
established South African Business Co-ordination 
Forum (BCF), a business body that is working 
closely with the BASD in the preparations for the 
Summit. 


The Paris conference also dealt with very practical 
decisions on the BASD's activities during the 
Johannesburg summit. The CEOs are banking on 
having an impact with a special "business day," 
early in the second week of the summit, when the 
Heads of State arrive. BASD boss Sir Mark Moody- 
Stuart said he was "reasonably confident that 
during the second week of the summit business 
leaders who are present will have an opportunity 
to interact constructively with government 
leaders." The business center in Johannesburg is 
to be financed by a contribution of $5,000 US per 
BASD member, on top of the initial membership 
fee of $1,000 to $5,000 US. 


MARKETING 'CORPORATE CITIZENSHIP" 


The Paris conference made very clear that the 
business campaign towards Rio + 10 will focus on 
case studies of "How Business Contributes to 
Sustainable Development." In this way, the BASD 
will essentially be a PR campaign to boost the 
image of transnational corporations through 
highlighting isolated examples of — social, 
environmental or human rights initiatives as 
‘proof of corporate commitment to sustainable 
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development. The ICC and the WBCSD have 
eagerly exploited feekgood- stories about 
‘voluntary action’, corporate philanthropy and 
partnerships with 'stakeholders' in the last few 
years. Whether or not the stories are accurate, 
they prove nothing about a corporation's overall 
record. The attraction of the piecemeal approach, 
however, is clear. Presented in sponsored sections 
of major international newspapers, in ads _ in 
glossy magazines or on corporate web pages, the 
case studies leave most readers with a positive 
feeling, but few possibilities to verify or get the 
complete picture of the corporation's impact on 
people and the environment. 


In workshops, CEOs exchanged examples of ‘best 
practice' and decided on criteria to be applied 
when selecting the ammunition for the BASD's 
campaign. Among the cases discussed in Paris 
were many industry initiatives which have faced 
critique from campaign groups in the past, such as 
the Global Mining Initiative, various carbon trading 
projects and also the involvement of the European 
Roundtable of Industrialists (ERT) in regional 
environmental councils in Central and Eastern 
Europe. 


While much of the ambition behind the BASD 
seems to be littlhe more than an extension of 
dubious PR practices of the WBCSD and the ICC, 
both of the parent organisations also have their 
own initiatives for Rio+ 10. The ICC is building on 
its cooperation with UNEP and preparing the 
‘World Summit Business Awards for Sustainable 
Development Partnerships', to be presented in 
Johannesburg. The event promises to be very 
similar to the ‘Millennium Business Awards for 
Environmental Achievement’ that were presented 
in Budapest in May 2000. This saw awards made 
to, among others, Canadian logging firm Interfor, 
under siege for clear-cutting, and to Tokyo Electric 
Power Company (TEPCO), Japan's largest nuclear 
energy producer, involved in environmentally 
disastrous tree plantation projects. 


Since Spring 2001, the WBCSD has released a 
flood of 'best practice’ stories through its ‘Business 
and the Rio Decade' series, published as 
sponsored sections in the International Herald 
Tribune. In October, TEPCO was applauded for its 
investments in nuclear energy, while water giant 
Suez Lyonnais des Eaux was hailed for its 
participation in a scheme to provide water in poor 
neighbourhoods of Buenos Aires. The article 
makes no mention of how the France- based TNC 
aggressively pushes for privatisation of water 
services worldwide, depriving many low-incomee 
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people from access to this basic necessity by 
turning it into a profit-making activity. South 
African electricity producer Eskom is praised both 
for its nuclear energy production and for its 
(limited) investments in renewable energy. Eskom 
is currently the target of protests by South African 
trade unions and community activists due to its 
plans to raise electricity prices, a means by which 
the company wants "to attract investors." The 
protests are part of a larger campaign in South 
Africa against the privatisation of basic services. 
In early November, South African union 
confederation COSATU organised local marches 
and picket lines all around South Africa. 


SWEET WORDS OR DIVIDE-AND- RULE? 


‘Dialogue’ and ‘partnerships’ with civil society 
‘stakeholders' has become a standard tool for 
business in dealing with its critics. Business 
groups use this display of cooperation to provide a 
cloak of legitimacy. The BASD certainly has 
embraced this subtler, more diplomatic approach. 
They applied this softly-softly approach when their 
conference participants in Paris were met by a 
delegation of some 50 protesters from different 
European countries. Accompanied by a samba 
band, activists fixed banners to the outside wall of 
the ICC headquarters. Passers-by could read 
slogans such as "Business is Part of the Problem, 
Not the Solution" and "No to the Rivatisation of 
the UN." While two activists handcuffed 
themselves inside the building, others used green 
paint to 'greenwash' corporate logos, afterwards 
hanging them to dry on a washing line. Before the 
arrival of the conference participants via a back 
door, BASD Chairman Sir Mark Moody- Stuart 
invited the activists to join in the meeting to 
explain their critique. 


The protestors, however, refused to join the 
meeting. In a public statement, they recognised 
the ‘dialogue’ strategy and said they refused to 
lend undeserved legitimacy to the BASD by 
engaging in the conference. The statement 
pointed out that despite the overdose of corporate 
environmental rhetoric, BASD member companies 
continue to violate environmental and social rights 
around the world. The protestors also underlined 
the fact that BASD member companies, through 
fora such as the Transatlantic Business Dialogue 
(TABD), push for policies that are incompatible 
with their claims that they are committed to 
sustainable development. 


Since the Paris conference, Moody- Stuart has used 
the Paris action as an example of why business 
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should engage in partnerships with NGOs. In his 
opinion, success in Johannesburg means, "to 
demonstrate that business is playing a full part 
towards the achievement’ of — sustainable 
development in partnership with other 
stakeholders." In a recent article in the Financial 
Times, Moody- Stuart stressed his willingness to 
exchange views with critics, stating, "If people feel 
they are excluded from having their point made, 
they get frustrated - which is extremely 
dangerous." Underlying the patronising tone is a 
more worrying strategy of ‘divide and rule’ in 
dealing with critics. The BASD has developed a 
standard set of sound bites referring to civil 
society groups, which are then aired on various 
occasions, in different speeches and 
presentations. These include Moody- Stuart's 
statement that "the vast majority [of NGOs] are 
fundamentally constructive and want to 
contribute." By portraying groups that engage in 
partnerships or dialogue with industry as the only 
responsible ones, the BASD wants to draw a line 
through other groups. Those with a more 
fundamental critique and who are less ready to 
compromise their demands are pigeonholed as 
irresponsible. 


The ICC has a particularly troubled history in its 
relations with critics of the corporate agenda. The 
self-proclaimed ‘world business organisation’ 
routinely goes on the offensive and questions the 
legitimacy of civil society groups that demand 
fundamental changes in the global economic 
system. Recently ICC spokespeople went into 
overdrive, in an outrageous and opportunistic 
attempt to manipulate public opinion by linking 
the so-called antiglobalisation movement with the 
September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center 
and the Pentagon. ICC Secretary-General Maria 
Livanos Cattaui, argued that failing to launch a 
new round at the WTO summit in Qatar would be 
"a setback that would be acclaimed by all enemies 
of freer world trade and investment, including 
those behind the attacks at the World Trade 
Center and the Pentagon." Cynically using the 
same PR opportunity, Dean R O'Hare of the ICC's 
US affiliate, made an appeal to for a new WTO 
round in order to “overcome the forces of terror 
and anti-globalisation to continue to expand trade 
and investment." 


RULES WITH TEETH OR SELF-REGULATION? 


There can be little doubt that the desire to oppose 
binding international regulations on corporations is 
a key motive behind industry campaigns on Rio+ 
10. In his opening speech at the Paris conference, 
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Sir Mark Moody-Stuart argued that promoting a 
positive image of TNCs was urgent, "as others see 
the need for legislation and codes with teeth to 
make sure that business, which they regard as 
unlikely otherwise to pay any attention to 
anything other than short- term profits, is 
compelled to adopt certain standards and 
procedures." 


Norine Kennedy, Vice-President and Head of 
Environment Affairs at the United States Council 
for International Business (USCIB), made clear in 
her speech that the objective is to influence the 
agenda of Rio+ 10 as well as various UN bodies, 
and to advocate industry selfregulation. USCIB 
recently put together a survey of global corporate 
responsibility initiatives, to help business leaders 
deal with potential demands. The survey examines 
20 codes of conduct and similar undertakings, and 
comes to conclusions that starkly contrast with the 
BASD's image of responsible corporate citizens. An 
earlier USCIB position paper on Codes of Conduct 
concludes that the majority of the business world, 
"rejects the notion that companies can be held 
responsible for the overall behaviour and policies 
of their subcontractors and suppliers". There is 
also an outright rejection of "demands by outside 
groups that seek to impose codes and assert the 
right to independently audit companies’ 
compliance." With his more subtle approach, 
BASD chairman MoodyStuart does not openly 
reject regulation, but argues that it is generally 
not needed. He warns that: "The damage is in 
regulations that instead of specifying a desired 
outcome, tell you what to do. This stifles 
creativity." In place of regulation, Moody-Stuart 
advocates the socalled stakeholder model, in 
which an issue is identified by society and is dealt 
with in consultation and debate with all 
stakeholders. Finally, so the theory goes, major 
companies will take the necessary steps within a 
‘freemarket framework' and competition — will 
deliver the best solutions. 


Moody-Stuart ignores the fact that this model of 
selfregulation, despite its popularity among 
governments in the last decade, has proved 
incapable of solving the social and environmental 
global crisis. There is mounting evidence that 
initiatives such as voluntary codes of conduct, 
self-regulation and market-based pseudosolutions 
are, at best, inadequate and are certainly no 
substitute for mandatory and enforceable rules. A 
series of studies showing the insufficiency of 
‘voluntary action’ by industry has been published 
by the Chemical Industry Association's 
‘Responsible Care' program. One such study 
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concludes that "effective industry self- regulation 
is difficult to maintain without explicit sanctions." 
The report stresses the "potential for opportunism 
to overcome the pressures of even powerful self- 
regulatory institutions." 


A crucial factor behind the failings of these 
programs is that they are most often initiated in a 
defensive move to avoid government regulation. 
One illustration of this is the argumentation of 
David Kerr, CEO of Canadian mining company 
Noranda, who advocates two programs of the 
mining industry: the Global Mining Initiative and 
‘Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development 
(run by the WBCSD). Kerr stressed the 
importance of the voluntary initiatives by saying 
that "the fact is we are perceived negatively, and 
our freedom to operate is increasingly coming 
under threat." 


While corporations are producing feeltgood case 
studies, preparing to give each other awards and 
choosing ‘legacy projects' to sponsor, in order to 
be seen as part of the solution, a growing number 
of groups in the North and South demand that the 
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Rio+t 10 summit discuss a UN mechanism with 
legal powers to force corporations to respect 
human, environmental and social rights, wherever 
they operate. Within the UN itself, a working 
group of the Commission on Human Rights is 
currently looking at the possibility of establishing a 
monitoring mechanism to apply sanctions on 
transnational corporations that violate UN- defined 
human rights (which includes for instance social 
and environmental rights). If corporations and 
lobby groups were truly committed to social and 
environmental progress, they would surely not 
hesitate to support such efforts. As Rio +10 comes 
closer, so does the moment of truth. 


Groups campaigning for a global mechanism to 
hold corporations responsible for their activities 
around the world include: 


Friends of the Earth International: 
http://www. foei.org World Development 
Movement: http://www.wdm.org.uk Christian Aid: 


http://www.christian-aid.org Alliance for a 


Corporate-Free UN: http://www.corpwatch.org/un 











